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EXECurrvT  summary 


The  Coast  Guard  is  in  the  process  of  evaluating  a  new  47-Foot  Motor  Life  Boat  (MLB)  to  replace  the 
aging  44-Foot  MLB.  As  part  of  the  Operational  Test  and  Evaluation  (OT&E),  survey  and  small  group 
discussions  were  conducted  to  assess  crew  impressions  of  the  suitability  and  effectiveness  of  the  new 
vessel  at  performing  MLB  mission  requirements  (search  and  rescue,  law  enforcement,  boating  safety, 
etc  ).  A  survey  was  developed  to  capture  crew  ratings  of  various  aspects  of  boat  operations  and 
handling  (e.g..  Surf  Operations,  Towing,  Personnel  Recovery,  Maintenance,  etc.).  The  surv'ey 
consisted  of  three  sections; 

•  background  information  (age,  gender,  rate,  experience  with  the  47-Foot  and 
44-Foot  f^DLBs,  etc ) 

•  comparison  of  the  47-Foot  MLB  with  the  "ideal"  MLB  vessel  on  aspects  of 
boat  operations  and  handling,  and 

•  comparison  of  the  47-Foot  MI-B  with  the  44-Foot  MLB  on  aspects  of  boat 
operations  and  handling 

Small  group  discussions  were  conducted  to  supplement  the  information  collected  with  the  survey,  as 
well  as  offer  an  opportunity  for  crew  members  to  reveal  deficiencies  not  addressed  in  the  survey 
Problem  areas  and  "wish  list"  items,  items  crew  members  desired  to  have  included  in  the  current 
design,  were  identified  and  discussed  in  the  small  group  setting 

One  hundred  and  twenty  crew  members  fi’om  five  small  boat  station  evaluation  sites,  representing 
unique  operational  and  en\'ironmenta]  conditions,  participated  in  the  evaluation  Participation  was 
limited  to  crew  members  with  experience  on  both  the  47-Foot  and  44-Foot  MI-Bs.  The  crew  sar.ple 
was  'veil  represented  by  a  range  of  rates,  ranks,  and  expenence  levels 

In  general,  the  results  of  the  survey  revealed  that  the  47-Foot  MLB  received  consisterjy  superior 
ratings  for  both  the  "ideal  M1.B"  and  the  44-Foot  MLB  comparisons  The  only  exception  was 
firefighting  capability,  where  the  47-Foot  MLB  showeti  less  favorable  capabilities  However, 
supplemental  infonnation,  as  well  as  the  small  group  discussions,  revealed  nine  areas  which  require 
significant  enliancements  to  improve  the  effectiveness  and  suitability  of  the  47  -F'  ot  MLB  These  areas 
include 


Steering  and  ih-otiks 
Communication  ecfuipment 
D-nngs  and  handholds 
Navigation  area 
Seating 


Heou  (hathnKMti) 
Maintenance 
If  VAC '  system 
f-'ire/ighting  eepnpmenS 


Three  genera)  conclusions  are  drawn  based  upon  the  body  of  restiUs  Ifom  the  47-Foot  MLB  ctcw 
surveys  ITie  new  47-Foot  MLB: 


represents  a  significant  improvement  over  the  44-Fooi  MlJi. 

is  considered  near  the  "ideal"  vessel  but  dt)es  have  comic  able  room  for  improvements 
in  some  areas  (notably  the  nine  highlighted  earlier). 

will  be  an  effective  and  suitable  replacement  for  the  44-Foot  MI^,  particularly  after  the 
identified  issues  for  improvement  are  addressed 
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 


The  acquisition  of  the  new  47-Foot  Motor  Life  Boat  includes  a  one-  y  ear  Operational  l  est  and 

Evaluation  (OT&.E)  period.  In  support  of  the  O  T&E,  a  rer  ^arch  effort  was  coriducted  to  assess  the 
operational  suitability  and  effectiveness  of  the  new  vessel  design  for  performing  MLB  mission 
requirements,  Survey  and  small  group  discussions  were  conducted  with  station  crew  members  to 
assess  crew  .impressions  of  how  well  the  47-Foot  MLB  performs  MLB  duties.  Thus  report  presents  the 
results  of  the  survey  aitd  small  group  discussions 

1.1  Operational  Test  &  Evaluation  Process 

The  United  States  Coast  Guard  (USCG)  is  in  the  process  of  evaluating  a  new  47-Foot  MI.B  to  replace 
the  aging  fleet  of  4'1-Foot  MLBs,  which  have  been  the  service's  primaiy  heavy-weather  rescue  craft  for 
the  past  29  years.  To  easure  that  the  new  boat  meets  or  exceeds  CG  specifications  and  needs,  an 
extensive  evaluation  of  the  new  desigm  lias  been  underway  since  the  Fall  of  1 990.  The  process  began 
with  the  evaluation  of  a  prototype  47-Foot  MLB.  The  prototype  evaluation  revealed  a  number  of 
deficiencies  that  could  compromise  crew  safety  and  perfonnance  Engineering  change  proposals 
(ECP)  were  generated  to  correct  the  deficiencies  and  incorporated  into  the  design  of  five  47-Foot 
MLB  pre-production  vessels,  lire  pre-production  vessels  will  be  used  to  conduct  a  one-year  OT&E  to 
evaluate  all  aspects  of  the  boat  during  both  norma!  station  operations  and  structured,  scenario-based 
tests.  In  support  of  the  OT&E,  the  present  effort  evaluates  the  operational  suitability  and  effectiveness 
of  the  47-Foot  MI.B  for  perfonming  MLB  missions. 

L2  Mission  of  the  47-Foot  MLB 

USCG  MLBs  operate  in  very  ciiallenging  envii'onments.  To  meet  these  challenges,  the  new  47-Foot 
MLB  has  been  designed  to  operate  in  20-foot  breaking  seas  and  have  self-righting  capability  (if 
accidentally  capsized).  The  47 -Foot  MLB  also  has  many  enhanced  features  over  the  44-Foot  MLB, 
including  increased  speed,  different  motion  characteristics,  and  an  enclosed  bridge  to  protect  crew 
members  from  har  sh  environments  The  47-Foot  MI-B  requires  a  crew  of  four  and  has  a  nominal  200 
nautical  mile  range,  'fhe  boat  also  has  been  designed  to  operate  for  over  nine  hours  at  a  sustained  top 
speed  in  excess  of  25  knots  Although  the  47-Foot  MlB's  primary  mission  is  search  and  rescue,  it 
mu.st  be  able  to  perlomr  all  small  boat  mission  requirements  which  include,  environmental  response, 
enforcement ;  i  Levs  and  treaties,  boating  safety,  port  safely  and  security,  and  aids  to  navigation.  The 
47-Foot  MLB's  mission  and  capability  requirements  proedded  the  basis  for  the  survey  given  at  the  five 
stations. 

1.3  Puqjose 

The  purpose  of  the  present  effort  was  to  assess  the  impressions  of  CG  crew  members  on  the 
operational  suitability  and  effectiveness  of  the  47~,Foot  MLB  for  perlbnning  v^irious  mission-related 
duties  Survey  and  .small  group  discussions  were  used  to  collect  crew  iinpres,sion  data  The  goafs  of 
this  report  are  to  document  fhe  results  of  the  survey  and  small  group  discussions.  Above  all,  this  report 
will  attempt  to  identify  and  define  deficiencies  wilii  the  cunent  47-Foot  MLB  that  could  comprornise 
crew  .salety  and  ability  to  perform  MLB  mission  requirements. 
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2.0  METHOD 


2.1  Subject  Crew  Members 

In  crder  to  control  and  a.ssosjsi  the  impact  of  environment's!  and  operational  conditions,  five  small  boat 
stations,  with  unique  environmental  and  operational  chara<.*teiistics,  were  selected  as  O I  &E  sites.  Two 
of  these  stations  were  located  on  the  West  coast  aitd  three  stations  on  the  East  coast  The  five  stations 
involved  in  the  OT&E  were; 

•  Station  Tillamook,  Garibaldi,  OR 

•  Station  Umpqua  River,  Reedspert,  OR 

•  Stjation  Gloucester,  Gloucester,  MA 

•  Station  Cape  May,  Cape  May,  NJ 

•  Station  Oregon  Inlet,  Roflanthe,  NC 

In  all,  120  crew  members  from  the  above  stations  participated  in  this  evaluation.  Table  i  presents  the 
demographic  information  of  the  ctcw  population  as  well  as  their  experience  with  the  44-Foot  and  47- 
Foot  MLBs.  Six  reservists  from  Station  Gloucester  completed  only  the  small  group  discussion  portion 
of  the  survey  (described  later  in  2.2).  These  reservists  were  included,  as  they  were  fully  qualified  on 
the  47-Foot  MI.B  and  ofl:en  serve  with  (or  in  place  of)  active  duty  crew  members  on  the  47-Foot 
MLB. 
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Crew  rnemtvers  represented  a  range  of  rates  and  ranks  who  were  either  fully  qualified  (.>n  tlie  47-1'oot 
MLB  or  were  close  to  qualifying  (generally  only  awaiting  documenting  letters)  'fable  2  s’iow.s  the 
number  of  crew  meirsbers  in  each  rank  by  rate  In  Appendi.x.  A.  more  tictailed  crew  mt miter  rank 
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2.2  Survey  Materials 

The  data  collection  niateriai.s  used  in  this  study  were  a  combination  of  a  survey  and  small  group 
discussions  These  methods  are  described  below  in  Sections  2,2. )  and  2.2  2 

2  2!  Operational  Focal  Point  fOFP)  Survey 

A  .surs'ey  was  developed  to  capture  crew  impressions  of  the  '17-Foot  MLB  on  a  number  of  boat 
operations  .and  handling  is.sues.  These  operations  and  handling  issues,  known  as  Operational 
Focal  Points  (OFF),  wer  e  compiled  with  the  assistance  of  the  47-Foot  MI  B  test  team  crew  at  the 
National  Motor  Life  Boat  School  in  Ilwaco,  WA  'i'he  svu'vey  addressed  a  tola!  of  1 7  OFPs  aimed 
at  ail  Licets  of  boat  operations,  maintenance,  and  handling  In  addition,  6  specific  small  boat 


station  mission  categones  (srarch.  rescue,  marifime  Saw  einfcrcernent,  port  safety  and  security, 
marine  envij'on,!rtcuiai  response,  aund  recreational  boating  safety)  were  included  to  provide  more 
detailed  iafomtation  not  available  from  the  primaiy  “mission”  OFP  rating  Crew  members  were 
asketS  to  ratr-  the  ittisnton  OFP  md  tliein  to  rate  each  of  the  specific  mission  categories.  Table  ,3 
presents  the  cofTtpiete  list  of  the  17  OFPs  and  the  6  additional  mission  categories  To  simplify  the 
reporting  oftlte  results,  the  OFPs  Heavy  Weather  Operations  through  Maintenance  (In  Port)  are 
refeiTed  to  as  'Capability  Focal  Points".  The  mission  OFP  as  well  as  the  6  specific  mission 
categories  are  referred  to  as  "Mission  Focal  Points, 


Table  3.  List  of  Operational  Focal  Points. 


.  ■■OPERllTrp^^Ai>:FOCALTOmTS■ 


Heavy  Weather  Operations 


Calm  Weather  Operations 


Surf  Operations 


Towing  (Aft) 


Towing  (Alongside) 


Personnel  Recovery 


Piloting-'Navigation 


Mooring 


Anchoring  (Own  Boat) 


.Anchoring  (Other  Boat) 
Firefighting  (Own  Boat) 
Firefighting  (Other  Boat) 


Alc.r>g.side  Operations 


Helicopter  Operations 


Maintenance  (Underway) 


Maintenance  (In  Port) 


Mis.sion 
*  Search 
Resci.ie 


•  Maritime  L  aw  Linforcement 

•  Port  Safety  and  Security 

•  Marine  Finvironmental  Resj,tonse 
^  Recreational  Boating  Safety 


nie  C'FP  suivey  materials  were  drrided  into  three  sectioas;  background,  47-Fcot  Mi-B  comparisons 
with  an  ideal  MLB  vessel,  and  47-Foot  MIS  comparisons  with  the  44-F{X)t  MLEJ. 

'  Background  —  The  first  section  collected  detnographic  information  about  tlie  crew 
member  completing  the  survey  (e.g.,  rate,  rank,  experience  on  14-  and  47-Fooi 
MLB's,  etc.). 

*  Current  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with  Ideal  MLB  —  The  second  section  a.skfcd  crew 

members  to  evaluate,  using  a  100  point  scale  (Appendix  D),  the  suitability  and 
effectiveness  of  the  47-Foot  MLB  relative  to  an  ideal  MLB  vessel  for  each  of  the 
OFPs.  Crew  members  were  asked  “how  well  does  the  47-Foot  hrll-B  compare  to 
the  ideal  MLB  on  each  of  the  OFPs?’'  Crew  members  were  instructed  that '  .  100 
means  that  the  current  MLB  represents  the  ideal  MLB  oti  a  particular  OFP  (i.e  , 

100%),  50  means  half  of  the  ideal  (i.e.,  50%),  and  so  forth."  Each  crew  member 
used  his  or  her  own  perceptions  of  an  ideal  ML.B  to  make  the  evaluations  This 
type  of  rating  represents  a  direct  estimation  method  that  has  elsewhere  proven 
vaJuabie  for  rapid  evaluation  of  responses  to  physical  and  other  a.spect.s  of  systems 
(e  g.,  Stevens,  1975;  Morrissey,  Bittner  &  ,\rchangli,  1990) 

•  44-Foot  MLB  compared  with  Current  47-Foot  MLB  —  The  third  section  asked  crew 

members  to  directly  estimate  the  relative  effectiveness  and  suitabduy  of  the  44- 
Foot  and  47-Foot  MLBs  with  regard  to  each  of  the  OITs  fhe  response  range 
included  a  central  neutral  point  (where  the  44-Fool  and  47-Foot  Ml.Bs  are  equal) 
with  separate  ranges  to  the  left  and  right  of  the  neutral  designating  the  relative 
superiority  of  the  44-Foot  or  47-Foot  MLBs  with  respect  to  a  specific  OFP 
(Appendix  D).  The  44-Foot  v  47-Foot  MLB  relative  judgments  used  a  direct 
estimatioti  method  that  has  proven  valuable  for  rapid  evaluation  of  responses  to 
systems  (Stevens,  1975,  Morrissey  et  ai  ,  1990) 

The  comparisons  of  the  47-Foot  MLB  against  the  ideal  MLB  provided  an  absolute  assessment  of 
suitability  and  effectiveness  The  results  from  the  absolute  comparisons  are  useful  forjudging  the 
potential  for  improving  the  current  47-Foot  MLB  design  fhe  compansons  of  the  47-Foot  MLB 
against  the  44- Foot  MLB  provided  a  relative  a.ssessment  of  the  suitability  and  effectiveness  The 
results  ofthe  relative  comparisons  (47-Foot  MLB  v  44-Foot  Mi.B)  are  most  important  when 
judging  suitability  of  the  47-Foot  Ml.B  to  replace  the  44-Foot  MLB  .Appendix  D  contains 
examples  of  the  rating  scales  used  in  the  OFP  survey  and  additional  details  that  explain  the  survey 
proce.ss 

2  2  2  Small  Group  Dhscussion  List 

'['he  Small  (iroup  Discussion  List  (Appendix  L)  addresses  "problem  areas"  and  "vvisli  list"  items 
Thc.se  items  were  identified  during  preliminary  small  group  meetings  (see  section  2  i  !  tor  a 


complete  discussion  on  the  development  of  the  small  group  discussion  list).  The  discussion  list 
organizes  problems  and  wish  list  items  by  areas  of  the  (eg.,  chocks  and  bitts  in  the  deck  area)  In 
general,  problems  and  wish  list  items  are  unique  to  areas  on  the  boat  In  some  cases,  however, 
item  such  as  HVAC  and  deck  plates  occur  in  several  areas.  Crew  members  were  asked  to 
evaluate  each  item  using  a  6-point  scale  where  0  indicated  that  the  item  was  not  a  problem  (or  did 
not  need  to  be  added)  and  5  indicated  that  the  item  was  a  big  problem  (or  definitely  should  be 
added  to  the  boat).  This  type  of  scale  was  used  because  it  was  easy  to  understand,  took  little  time 
to  use,  and  provided  a  quantitative  measure  of  the  importance  of  the  items.  Blank  spaces  were 
provided  for  crew  members  to  add  items  to  the  list  or  to  write  detailed  comments,  if  they  chose 

2.3  Procedure 

2  3  1  Refinement  of  Methodology 


The  operational  suitability  and  effectiveness  evaluation  was  conducted  in  two  phases:  the  first 
(Phase  I )  shortly  after  the  deliver^'  of  the  boats  (January  and  February  of  1994)  and  the  second 
(Phase  11)  several  months  later  (May  and  June  of  1994)  Earlier  evaluations  of  a  47-Foot  MLB 
prototype  had  revealed  numerous  deficiencies  which  could  compromise  crew  safety  and 
performance  Because  of  concerns  that  all  major  deficiencies  had  not  been  identified  during  the 
prototype  evaluations,  as  well  as  potential  deficiencies  resulting  from  changes  to  the  pre- 
production  vessels,  a  preliminary  evaluation  was  scheduled  to  be  performed  shortly  after  the 
delivery  of  the  47-Foot  MI.Bs  The  purpose  of  this  phase  of  the  evaluation  was  to  identify  major 
deficiencies  with  the  47-Foot  MLB  that  would  require  immediate  attention  before  crew  safety  was 
compromised  However,  due  to  boat  delivery  delays,  only  three  stations  had  sufficient 
operational  experience  to  participate  in  this  Phase  of  the  evaluation  The  goals  of  Phase  1  were 
1 )  to  detect  early  the  deficiencies  that  might  require  immediate  adjustments  to  ensure  crew  safety 
and  meet  mission  needs,  2)  to  test  measurement  techniques  to  ensure  they  are  reliable  and 
sensitive;  and  3)  to  identify  deficiencies  or  areas  of  concern  which  may  require  more  detailed 
investigation  in  Phase  II  Analysi.s  of  the  Phase  I  data  revealed  1 )  no  significant  deficiencies 
which  required  immediate  attention,  2)  the  measurement  techniques  were  reliable  and  sensitive  to 
fluctuations  in  factors  associated  with  suitability  and  effectiveness  issues,  and  3)  potential 
deficiencies  and  areas  of  concern  to  emphasize  ii  *’hase  11 

Since  the  measurement  techniques  were  reliable,  sensitive,  and  accepted  by  crew  members,  only 
minor  adjustments  were  made  for  Phase  II  One  significant  change  in  Phase  11  was  the  use  of 
rating  scales  to  capture  small  group  di.scussion  concerns  During  Phase  1,  small  group  discussions 
were  conducted  to  provide  an  informal,  unstructured,  venue  for  crew  members  to  express 
concerns  about  the  47-Foot  MLB  and  ideas  for  change  In  order  to  stimulate  discussion,  crew 
members  were  provided  with  a  blank  piece  of  paper  and  asked  to  hst  items  they  would  like  to  see 
changed  on  the  47-Foot  MLB  They  weie  told  to  I  )  list  changes  by  priority,  and  2)  assume  that 
any  changes  they  listed  would  be  made  The  latter  point  was  made  ,so  crew  members  would  be 
more  likely  to  list  all  problems,  not  only  tho.se  they  thought  liktly  to  be  changed  (’rew  menibers 
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were  encouraged  to  focus  on  design-related  issues  necessary'  for  safer  and/cr  more  effective 
accomplishment  of  missions  (rather  than  logistic  or  other  operational  issues).  Once  an  ample  time 
period  had  elapsed,  crew  members  took  turns  reading  the  contents  of  their  lists.  Free  and  open 
discussion  was  encouraged  throughout  the  reading  of  the  lists.  The  often-lively  and  revealing 
discussion  not  only  provided  detailed  aspects  of  list  items  but  also  produced  solutions  to 
deficiencies. 

Although  the  small  group  discussions  produced  valuable  information,  the  informal  nature  of  the 
data  collection  did  not  allow  for  easy  quantification  of  the  data.  Also,  it  became  evident  that  the 
list  of  items  was  very  similar  between  groups.  For  these  reasons,  items  specific  to  given  areas  on 
the  boat  were  compiled  into  a  list  and  a  rating  scale  was  generated  (2.2.2).  Blank  lines  were 
provided  at  the  ei?d  of  each  section  for  crew  members  to  supplement  the  list  if  necessary'.  By 
using  this  list  the  small  group  discussion  was  simplified  by  not  having  crew  members  generate 
their  own  lists,  and  allowing  for  quantification  of  verbal  responses. 

The  small  group  discussion  list  was  the  only  significant  difference  between  Phase  I  and  Phase  II 
methodologies.  The  following  sections  describe  the  methodology  used  in  both  phases  of  data 
collection. 

2.3.2  Crew  Briefing 

Researchers  met  with  crew  members  to  discus.s  the  purpose  and  objectives  of  the  study  and  to 
answer  questions  prior  to  data  collection  The  researchers  informed  the  crew  members  of  the 
purpose  of  the  survey,  told  them  how  the  survey  was  composed,  and  provided  general  directions 
on  how  to  complete  each  section  of  the  survey.  Typically,  crew  members  participated  during  their 
regular  work  days  as  part  of  their  assigned  daily  duties.  Crew  members  were  informed  that  their 
identity  and  responses  would  be  confidential  and  anonymous.  Crev/  members'  responses  were 
assigned  code  numbers  to  ensure  confidentiality  and  anonymity. 

2.3  3  47-Foot  NP-,B  Absolute  and  Relative  Comparisons 

The  47-Foot  MLB  v  idea!  MLB  comparisons  were  completed  first  and  the  47-Foot  MLB  v  44- 
Foot  MLB  comparisons  were  completed  second  Crew  members  were  instructed  to  rate  each  of 
the  OFPs  and  provide  an  estimate  of  the  number  of  hours  of  experience  performing  each  OFP  on 
both  the  47-Foot  and  44 -Foot  MLB  Depending  on  their  ratings  of  the  main  OFPs,  crew 
members  would  be  asked  to  provide  more  detailed  information  If  crew  members  rated  the  47- 
Foot  MLB  less  than  75%  of  the  ideal  MLB.  they  were  asked  to  complete  detailed  questions 
related  to  the  specific  OFPs.  They  were  also  requested  to  describe  in  writing  1)  the  nature  of,  or 
the  "deficiency"  leading  to  the  rating,  and/or  2)  an  engineering  change  to  improve  the  47-Foot 
MLB's  de.sign,  if  they  had  any  ideas  for  improvements.  The  cutoff  of  7.5%  was  chosen  to  focus  on 
the  most  significant  problem  aieas  and  to  reduce  the  amount  of  time  needed  to  complete  the 
survey 
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A  similar  procedure  was  followed  in  the  survey  section  that  directly  compared  the  44-Foot  MLB 
with  the  47“Foot  MLB.  However,  detailed  responses  v/ere  only  requested  when  the  44-Foot 
MI.B  was  rated  40%  or  higher  than  the  47-Foot  MLB  (Appendix  D 


2.3.4 


p  Discussions 


Group  compositjon  varied  but  typically  consisted  of  4  to  7  crew  members  of  similar  rank  At  the 
beginning  of  the  discussion,  the  group  was  reminded  that  the  puipose  of  the  visit  was  to  collect 
crew  comments  and  recommendations  to  improve  the  design  of  the  current  47~Foot  MLB.  The 
group  was  thanked  for  participating  in  the  OFF  survey  but  noted  that  the  survey  process  may  not 
have  captured  all  of  their  concerns  and  ideas.  For  that  reason,  they  were  given  an  opportunity  to 
present  information  which,  in  their  opinion,  should  be  considered  during  the  OT&E  In  order  to 
stimulate  discussion,  the  “problem  area”  and  “wsh”  li.st  developed  in  Phase  I  were  distributed  to 
each  of  the  small  group  participants. 


The  group  was  asked  to  rate  each  item  on  the  list  using  the  0  to  5  scale  provided.  They  also  were 
asked  to  add  any  additional  items  that  they  felt  needed  attention.  Typically,  crew  menibers  were 
asked  to  rate  one  or  two  sections  of  the  list  and  followed  by  discussions  of  the  ratings  Only  the 
higher  rated  items  (ratings  of  3,  4,  and  5)  were  discussed  in  order  to  focus  on  what  crew  members 
perceived  tc  be  the  most  important  issues  and  to  reduce  data  collection  time.  Crew  members 
were  asked  to  explain  the  detlciency(ies),  and  whether  they  had  any  solutions  for  conecting  the 
deficiency(ies).  The  same  process  was  repeated  until  the  last  item  on  the  list  was  completed. 


1.0  RESULTS 

Given  the  limitations  with  Phase  I  data  collection  —  limited  experience  of  crew  members  and 
untested  measurement  techniques  —  the  Pha.se  I  data  are  deemed  preliminary  and  will  not  be 
discussed  in  much  detail.  The  following  discussion  will  focus  on  the  results  from  Phase  II  of  the 
evaluation.  Survey  result, s  are  piesented  in  this  section.  These  results  aiv  organized  in  three 
sections: 

•  Comparisons  for  the  current  47-Foot  MLB  with  the  ideal  MLB  (3.1) 

«  Comparisons  for  the  47-Foot  and  44-Foot  MLBs  (3.2),  and 

•  Small  group  discussion  results  ^3.3) 

As  described  earlier  (2.2.1),  the  OFF  .survey  comparison  results  will  be  presented  in  two 
categories  The  first  category  includes  the  overall  “Mission”  OFP  and  the  6  specific  mission 
categories  (Mission  Focal  Points)  The  second  category  contains  the  resnaining  OFPs  (Capability 
Focal  Points)  See  Table  i  for  the  complete  list  of  OFPs  and  mission  categories 
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Sunsmajy  diata  and  statistical  analyses  were  calculated  for  the  OFPs,  both  across  and  within 
stations,  usitig  a  stjuidard  statistscjil  softwa'-e  package  (SPSS/'PC+)  Analyses  were  based  on 
repeated-nucasures  analysts  of  variance  (RANOVAs)  conducted  ttti  OFP  means  by  station  and  by 
crew  member  (occupational)  rate  (see  Branvvell,  Bittner,  &.  Monissey,  1992,  for  a  discussion  of 
IL^NOVA).  Results  are  considered  in  terms  of  the  main  effects  of 

•  Operational  Focal  Points,  attd 
»  Station  differences 

3.1  Current  47-Foot  MLB  Compared  with  Ideal  MLB 

This  section  describes  the  results  of  the  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with  the  ideal  MI,B  For  this 
data,  values  of  100  indicate  that  the  current  47~Foot  MLB  is  ideal;  while,  values  less  than  100 
indicate  that  the  current  47-Foot  MLB  is  proportionately  less  than  ideal  (e  g.,  a  value  of  50  means 
that  it  is  half  of  ideal).  Appendix  F  contains  summaries  of  the  data  used  in  this  section 

3.1.1  Mission  Focal  Points 

Overall  ratings  for  the  stiission- related  OFPs  (2.2.1)  across  stations  and  crew  member  ratings  are 
illustrated  in  figure  i .  As  can  be  seen,  the  current  47-Foot  MLB  is  considered  to  be  relatively 
well-suited  for  its  missions.  Indeed,  all  mission  ratings  are  greater  than  or  equal  to  80  percent. 

The  mission  ratings,  though  appearing  relatively  flat,  differ  statistically  (p  <  .0002).  This  is  largely 
because  the  overall  Mission  OFP  rating,  as  well  as  the  specific  mission  ratings  for  Search  and 
Rescue  tend  to  be  larger  than  those  for  the  other  specific  mission  ratings.  Of  note,  the  overall 
Mission  OFP  rating  appears  to  be  most  heavily  influenced  by  the  Search  ratings  and  Rescue 
ratings  (the  remaining  specific  mission  ratings  contribute  less  to  the  overall  Mission  OFP  rating). 
This  is  not  an  unusual  pattern  for  overall  judgments  where  some  components  constitute  the 
majority  of  global  ratings  and  other  compv'ments  contribute  to  the  over  all  judgment  to  a  much 
lesser  extent. 

The  patterns  of  mission  ratings  at  each  of  the  individual  stations  can  be  seen  to  be  generally 
consistent  with  the  pattern  across  stations  (see  figures  M  to  1-5)  However,  the  average  mission 
ratings  at  the  station.?  differ  significantly  (p  <  .025).  Station  Oregon  .Inlet's  mission  ratings,  for 
example,  tended  to  be  lower  than  other  stations;  while,  Cape  May’s  ratings  were  highest  (cf , 
figure.s  1-1  and  1-5).  These  tendencies  were  not  surjirising  due  to  the  different  environmental 
challenges  at  the  two  stations  Conditiorrs  at  Station  Oregon  Inlet,  in  addition  to  narrow  and 
shallow  access  channels,  frequently  include  complex,  broken  surf  and  continuous  moderate  to 
high  winds.  Consequently,  47-Foot  MJ.,B  sail  effects  and  initial  steering/thi  oitie  problems, 
together  with  a  deeper  draft  than  the  44-Foot  MLB,  present  particular  challenges  Cape  May,  in 
contrast,  can  be  characterized  by  its  relatively  wide  and  deep  access  and  relatively  minima!  surf 
conditionr,. 
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Interactions  of  stations  with  specific  mission  OFPs  may  also  appear  to  be  present  in  the  indiviauai 
station  results.  These  apparent  interactions  are  reflecced  in  the  figures  1  - !  through  1  -5  by  some 
stations  appearing  to  have  vrideiy  different  mean  ratings  for  some  of  the  0¥?  means  than  other 
stations.  For  example.  Station  Gloucester  has  relatively  lower  evaluations  of  Maritime  Law 
Enforcement  than  the  other  stations.  This  might  be  reasonably  attributed  to  difficulties  associated 
with  boarding  fishing  boats  from  47-Foot  MLBs  when  nets  are  in  the  water  (in  contrast  with 
boarding  from  the  lower-profile  44-Foot  MLBs),  However  attractive  these  kinds  of 
interpretations  appear,  they  cannot  be  justified  on  a  statistical  b3.sis  as  the  siatiou-by-focai-point 
interactions  were  not  statistically  significant  (p  >  .  11).  Thus,  only  small  average  differences 
distinguished  the  station  ratings  of  the  OFPs,  although  they  may  have  appeared  to  be  large. 


Current  47-foot  MLB  compared  to  ideal  MLB  across  a!! 

stations  and  rates 
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i.  Mission  focal  points  for  the  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with  the  ideal  MLB  across  all  stations  and  rates. 


Station  Oregon  Inlet:  Mean  ratings  of  mission  focal  point: 
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Figure  M.  Station  Oregon  Inlet:  47.Foot  MLB  compared  with  the  ideal  MLB  mean  ratings  of  mission  focal  points. 


Station  Tiliamook:  Mean  ratings  of  mission  focal  points 
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Figure  i-2.  Station  Tillamook:  47-t'oot  MLB  compared  with  the  ideai  MLB  mean  ratings  of  mission  focal  points. 


Station  Umpqua  River:  Mean  ratings  of  mission  focal  points 
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Figure  1-3.  Station  Umpqua  River:  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with  the  ideal  MLB  mean  ratings  of  mission  focal  points. 


Station  Gloucester:  Mean  ratings  of  mission  focal  points 
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Figure  1-4,  Station  Gloucester:  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with  the  ideal  MLE  mean  ratings  of  mission  focal  points. 


Station  Cape  May:  Mean  ratings  of  mission  focal  points 
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Figure  1-5,  Station  Cape  May:  47~Foot  MLB  compared  with  the  ideal  MLB  mean  ratings  of  mission  focal  points. 


3.1.2 


Capability  Focal  Points 


Figure  2  shows  a  general  consistency  for  all  capability-related  OFPs  (2.2.1)  to  be  rated  high 
More  specifically,  most  of  the  OFPs  have  mean  ratings  greater  than  or  equal  to  80  percent  of  the 
ideal.  This  indicates  that  the  vessel  is  generally  perceived  as  being  very  satisfactory,  but  there  is 
still  room  for  improvement  for  specific  points.  However,  as  could  be  predicted  from  the  figure, 
there  are  significant  variations  in  the  capability  focal  point  ratings  (p  <  .0002).  Firefighting  (Own 
Boat)  and  Firefighting  (Other  Boat)  are  the  most  striking  exa;nples  of  operations  in  which  the 
boat  is  rated  as  less  than  ideal.  The  relatively  high  capability  ratings  across  stations  are  consistent 
with  and  support  the  mission  ratings  described  earlier 

Figures  2- 1  through  2-5  present  the  results  for  the  capability-related  focal  points  by  station  and 
rate.  Generally,  these  individual  station  results  are  consistent  with  the  results  across  stations 
(figure  2).  However,  as  with  the  earlier  mission  results,  stations  significantly  differed  in  their 
mean  values  (p  <  .02).  Station  Oregon  Inlet,  for  example,  continued  to  rate  the  capability  OFPs 
lower  than  the  other  stations  (likely  for  the  reasons  given  earlier).  Also  consistent  with  earlier 
station  results,  there  appear  to  be  indications  of  individual  station  interactions  with  specific  OFPs 
(reflected  by  differences  in  mean  ratings  for  some  of  the  OFPs  for  some  of  the  stations).  For 
example.  Stations  Oregon  Inlet  and  Tillamook  had  relatively  high  firefighting  ratings,  while 
Stations  Gloucester,  Cape  May,  and  Umpqua  River  had  relatively  low  firefighting  ratings. 
However,  this  and  other  station-by-OFTP  interactions  we.i'e  not  supported  by  the  statistical  analysis 
(p>.l). 


Current  47-foot  MLB  compared  to  ideal  MLB  across  all 

stations  and  rates 
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X.  Capability  focal  points  for  *he  47-i<oot  MLB  compared  with  the  ideal  MLB  across  al!  stations  ant  rates. 


niet:  Mean  ratings  of  capability  focal  points 


Figure  2-1.  Station  Oregon  Inlet:  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with  the  ideal  MLB  mean  ratings  of  capability  focal  points. 


Station  Tsilamook:  Mean  ratings  of  capability  foca!  points 
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Figure  2-2.  Station  Tillainook:  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with  the  ideal  MLB  mean  ratings  of  capability  focal  points. 


Station  Umpqua  River:  Mean  ratings  of  capability  focal  points 
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Figure  2-3.  Station  I  mpqua  River:  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with  the  ideal  MLB  mean  ratings  of  capability  focal  points. 


Station  Gloucester:  Mean  ratings  of  capability  focal  points 
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f  igure  2-4.  Station  Gloucester:  4 /-Foot  MLB  compared  with  the  ideal  Mi.B  mean  r.^Ungs  of  capability  focal  points. 


Station  Cape  May:  Mean  ratings  of  capabiiity  focal  points 
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ape  May:  47-1-001  MLB  ceiupared  with  the  ideal  MLB  mean  ratings  of  capabiiity  focal  points. 


3.2  47-Focit  MLB  Compared  with  44- Foot  MLB 


ITie  data  rqxjited  in  tiiis  seaion  were  converted  from  the  original  scale  (2,2,1)  to  a  0,5  to  2,0  scale 
that  directly  reflect  ed  the  relative  advantages  of  the  47-Foot  and  the  44-Foot  MLBs,  The  47-Foot 
MLB  and  44-Foot  MLB  relative  a)mparison  WaS  limited  to  the  effective  0,5  to  2,0  range  based  both 
upon  early  station  results  suggesting  this  represented  adequate  coverage,  and  the  practical  need  to  limit 
the  numbers  of  rating  categories.  In  the  revised  scale,  u.5  indicates  that  the  47-Foot  MLB  has  half  the 
capability  of  the  44-Foot  MLB,  1,0  that  the  47-Foot  MLB  and  the  44-Foot  MLB  are  equal,  and  2,0 
indicates  that  the  47-Foot  MIB  has  twice  the  capability  of  the  44 -Foot  MLB,  Appendix  G  contains 
summary  data  used  in  this  seaion, 

3,2,1  Mission  Focal  Points 

Figure  3  illustrates  the  mission  capabilities  of  the  47-Foot  MLB  relative  to  the  44-Foot  MLB, 
Examining  this  figure,  it  is  .apparent  that  the  47-Foot  MIB  was  ratetl  higher  than  the  44-Foot  MLB  on 
all  of  the  mission  categories.  Indeed,  the  relative  effeaiveness  was  a  faaor  of  1 .4  or  greater  across  the 
various  missions.  The  47-Foot  MI.B  and  44-Foot  MLB  relative  mission  ratings  lar  gely  parallel  the  47- 
Foot  MLB  and  ideal  MI.B  results  seen  earlier  (r  =.93,  jrc.OOS).  Hence,  the  overall  Mission  OFF  rating 
again  appears  to  be  most  heavily  influenced  by  the  Search  ratings  and  the  Rescue  ratings  (the  remainirig 
specific  missioit  ratings  contribute  less  to  the  overall  mission  OFF  rating).  This  again  is  not  an  unusual 
overall  judgment  pattern  where  some  components  constitute  the  majority  of  global  ratings  and  other 
airnponents  contribute  to  the  overall  judgment  to  a  much  lesser  ext  ent 

The  patterns  of  mi.ssion  ratings  (for  the  47-Foot  MLB  relative  to  the  44-Foot  MLB)  at  each  of  the 
individual  stations  can  be  seen  to  be  generally  consistent  with  the  overall  pattern  across  station,s  (see 
figures  3  -1  to  3-5).  However,  in  keeping  with  earlier  iderd  coinpatison  results.,  tb.e  averaged  rnissioa 
ratings  at  the  stations  differed  significantly  (/.'  <025).  Station  Oi>*gon  Inlet's  mission  ratings  again 
tended  to  be  lower  than  other  stations  (cf,  figures  3-1  and  figures  3-2  to  3-5)  a  re,suk  not  suqrrising 
due  to  the  narrow  a. ad  shallow  access  channels  and  moderate  to  high  vdnds  that  give  le.ss  advantage  to 
the  deeper-draft  and  higher -profile  of  47-Foot  MLB  The  47-Foi)t  MI.B  nevertheless  vv'a.s 
syslernatically  rated  relatively  more  capable  ttcui  the  4-1-lmot  MI.B  even  at  the  station  with  arguably 
most  challenging  environmental  conditions  (Station.  Oregon  Inlet) 


47-fcot  MLB  compared  to  current  44-foot  MLB  across  ali 

stations  and  rates 


r 


Buijoog 

|0U0|P9J3@^ 


dsuodss^j 
|D|UE)LuuojfAu:^  auiioyy 


A^unaeg  puo 
Xto^os  jJOti 


luaojoajofu^ 

MD-]  eOlUiJD^^f 


(/> 

E 

Ql. 

"5 

u 

o 

U- 

c 

.2 

w 


anasay 


il 


CM  0'<  oq  (0  in  Vi*  «  cvf  V-  V- 

,y...  Y""  T"  -t-*  T**'  T*“  V**"  V'-* 


o>  CO  r**-  <;0  if> 
cJ  o  o  o  o 


jjojssiw 

puojinjftdo 


6u!|o;y  upav^y 


igure  3.  Mission  focal  points  for  the  47.Foot  MLB  compared  with  the  44-Foot  MLB  across  ail  stations  and  rates. 


Station  Oregon  Inlet:  Mean  ratings  of  mission  focal  points 
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Figure  3-1.  Station  Oregon  Inlet:  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with  the  44-Foot  MLB  mean  ratings  of  mission  focal  points. 


Station  Tillamook:  Mean  ratings  of  mission  focal  points 
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Figure  3-2.  Station  Tiilamook:  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with  the  44-Foot  MLB  mean  ratings  of  mission  focal  points. 


cjfion  Umpqua  River:  Mean  ratings  of  mission  focal  points 
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Figure  3-3.  Station  Umpqua  River:  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with  the  44-Foot  MLB  mean  ratings  of  mission  focal  points. 


Station  Gloucester:  Mean  ratings  of  mission  focal  points 
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Figure  3-4.  StaJion  Gloucester:  47-FoGt  NiLB  compared  with  the  44-Foot  iVSLB  mean  ratings  of  mission  focal  points. 


Station  Cope  May:  Mean  ratings  of  mission  foca!  points 
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Station  Cape  May:  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with  the  44-Foot  MLB  mean  ratings  of  mission  focal  points. 


3.2.2 


Capabiliiv  Focal  Points 


Figure  4  iMustrates  the  capt^ility  OFF  rating.?  of  the  47~Foot  MLB  relative  to  the  44-Foot  ML,B.  Flere, 
as  in  tlie  previous  subsection,  the  47-Foot  IVO..B  and  44-Foot  MUB  results  Jire  very  comparable  to  the 
earlier  ideal  results  (r  =  .86,  p<10"‘).  For  discussion  purposes,  a  1  3  cutoff  was  used  to  foais  on  OFPs 
where  the  47-Foot  ML-B  could  be  improved.  The  47-Foot  MLB  was  considered  weakest  in 
comparison  to  the  44-Foot  MLB  for  the  two  Firefighting  OFTs,  with  Firefighting  (Other)  rated 
inferior,  0.9.  Mooring,  (De)Anchoring,  Helicopter  Operations,  and  the  two  Maintenance  OFPs  also 
equal  to  1.3  (albeit  the  47-Foot  MLB  soil  was  higher  rated  than  the  44 -Foot  MLB).  These  results 
point  out  that  the  47~Foot  MI.B  was  systematically  viewed  across  stations  as  relatively  more  capable 
(>1 .0)  than  the  44-Foot  MLB,  except  with  regard  to  Firefighting  (Other  Boat). 

’JThe  patterns  of  capability-related  OFP  ratings  at  each  of  the  individual  stations  can  be  seen  to  be 
generally  consistent  with  the  overall  pattern  across  stations  (see  figures  4-1  to  4-5),  How'ever,  in 
keeping  with  earlier  ideal  comparison  results,  the  relative  ratings  at  the  stations  differed  significantly,  ip 
<.005).  Not  surprisingly  (because  of  the  environjrientai  challenges  noted  earlier),  Station  Oregon 
Inlet's  capability  OFP  ratings  again  tended  to  be  lower  than  other  stations  (cf ,  figures  4-1  and  figures 
4-2  to  4-5).  There  were  also  some  suggestion.?  of  OFP  differences  that  did  not  follow  the  overall 
station  trends.  With  regard  to  Firefighting  (Own  and  Other  [boat])  Station  Tillamook  saw  the  47-Foot 
MIB  as  marginally  more  capable  than  the  44-Foot  MLB.  Iliis  contrasted  with  the  other  stations 
which  generally  made  the  Other  [boat]  Firefighting  ratings  lower  than  i  .0  (and  often  the  Own  [boat] 
firefighting  ratings  as  well).  This  difference  in  results  could  be  attributed  to  Tillamook's  tendency  to 
accept  a  policy  that  the  47-Foot  MLB  is  "...not  to  fight  fire.s,  lather  to  extract  persons  ifom  bustling 
vessels."  When  the  policy  is  accepted,  the  47-Foot  MLB's  greater  speed  gives  it  some  advantage  for 
getting  on  scene  and  extracting  persons  fi'om  a  burning  ship;  v/hereas,  if  this  policy  is  questioned,  then 
this  greater  speed  does  not  compensate  for  a  lack  of  suitable  equipment.  'Jliese  differences  aside,  it  is 
clear  that  all  stations  are  consistent  in  seeing  the  47~Foot  MLB  as  currencly  more  capable  than  the  44- 
Foot  MI..-B  However,  stations  also  se<?  significant  areas  for  enhancing  the  current  47 -Foot  MLB 
capability  as  seen  earlier  (3.1)  and  as  will  be  seen  in  the  next  section  (3,3). 
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47'toot  MlB  compared  to  current  44-foot  MLB  across  all 
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igure  4.  Capability  foca!  points  for  the  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with  the  44-MLB  across  all  stations  and  rates. 


Station  Oregon  Inlet:  Mean  ratings  of  capability  focal  points 
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Figure  4-i.  Station  Oregon  inlet:  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with  the  44-Foot  MLB  mean  ratings  of  capability  focal  points. 


Station  Tillamook:  Mean  ratings  of  capability  f 
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Figure  4-2.  Station  Tiilaniook:  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with  the  44-Foot  MLB  mean  ratings  of  capabiiity  focal  points. 


Station  Umpqua  River:  Mean  ratings  of  capability  focal  points 
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.  Station  Umpqua  River:  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with  the  44-Foot  MLB  mean  ratings  of  capability  focal  points. 


Station  Gloucester:  Mean  ratings  of  capability  focal  points 
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Figure  4-4.  Station  Gioucester:  47  Foot  MLB  compared  with  the  44-Foot  MLB  mean  ratings  of  capability  focal  points. 


Station  Cape  May:  Mean  ratings  of  capability  focal  points 
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Station  Cr  >#>  May:  47'Foot  MLB  coTipared  with  the  44-Foot  MLB  mean  ratings  of  capability  focal  points. 


3.3  Highest  Rated  Problems  from  the  Small  Group  Discussion  List 


Summajy  data  for  the  Small  Group  Discussion  List  is  shown  in  Appendix  H.  Because  tliis  survey 
provided  supplemental  information  to  the  OFP  results,  only  the  items  with  the  highest  rated  importance 
across  all  stations  and  rates  will  be  described  here  (on  a  0-none  to  5-IiigIi  scale)  Five  items  had  mean 
values  greater  tlwn  or  equal  to  3.0,  and  13  items  had  mean  values  between  2.0  and  3.0.  Table  4 
contains  each  of  uiese  items,  corresponding  mean  scores,  and  a  brief  summary  of  crew  comments. 


c 


Table  4.  Highest  rated  items  from  the  small  group  discussions  across  all  stations. 


Highest  T^ted  problems  from  the  Problem  or  Wish  List  Survey  (0  to  5  scale). 


Scores  3.0  or  greater 


Firefighting  Equipment 


3.6 


inadequate  (at  least  need  another  pump  for  dewatering) 


Lazarette  Hatch 


3.2 


too  .smi  il 


Global  Positioning  System 


3.1 


add  this  and  integrate  it  with  other  electronics  (radar,  plotter,  autopilot) 


Deck  Plate  Fasteners 


3.1 


too  hard  to  remove/close  the  fasteners  in  the  Engine  R(X)m  and  Forward 
Compartment;  those  in  Sup/ivors'  Compartment  do  not  fasten  well,  and  it  is  hard 
to  tell  when  they  are  fastened 


Non-skid  Pads 


3.0 


come  up  too  easily,  need  a  better  system  (note  tFial  some  stations  had  not  yet  had 
the  deck  sandblasted  and  new  broader-area  pads  put  on) 


Sc<vm:2.5fd'2.’9 


Crew  Metnber  Seals  (Enc. 
Bridge) 


Paint 


Navigation  Area 


.Sfecnrsg/nirottle 


M.u.'fojjhone  Box 


2  9 


2.7 


too  small,  at  tire  wrong  height  for  sitting;  too  crowded  in  Enclosed  Bridge-either 
make  the  seats  to  fit  crew  mernbcis  or  remove  tfiem  (could  make  Coxswains' 

Ch  iirs  a  little  smaller) 


retjuires  too  much  maintenance  (crews  can  do  a  lictter  job  of  [winting  if  it  has  to 
lx;  painted,  or  lemove  tJic  (laint  entirely);  environmental  eoncenis  arc  an  emerging 
issue 


J,6 


7  s 


tabic  not  easy  to  get;  in  and  out  of  |x«iti(>n;  csinnol  egress  quiuklv  with  tabic  in 
place,  gear  can  fly  out  of  Ixix  in  a  roll,  insli  unients  fall  oil  the  table,  make  the 
table  easier  to  use,  create  secure  storage  lor  iiav.gation  gear,  put  a  lip  urid/or  a 
magnetic  strip  on  tlie  table 


not  resiKVasivc  -mougli  (electiica!  I'uriif,;,  hard  to  tel!  ifin  gear  or  in  [v,‘utral,  relates 
lo  o|>ettiIioiiai  problems  in  .surf  and  inooraig 

tix>  Irurd  lo  use  (not  used)  IxTcaiise  of  siiuii!  ss.’.i- 


J 


IS 


rated  probteins  from  the  Problem  or  Wish  List  Survey  (0  to  5  scale). 


i  . .  .  ■  .  ; 

I  Deck  Plates  (Forward 

I  Comp.) 

■ 

not  much  traction;  need  pattern  to  cross;  need  easier/quicker  fasteners;  put  m  | 

small  access  ports  to  remove  small  amounts  of  water  more  easily;  things  can  fall  | 
through;  not  very  strong  (some  failures  already) 

I 

1  Deck  Plates  (Engine  Ro<}m) 

2.2 

(same  as  preceding  comment) 

E=eck  Sorfacc  (Sun/ivors' 
Comp.) 

2.2 

veiy  hard  to  keep  clean,  use  a  material  that  is  easier  to  clean,  or  make  it  a  darker 
color;  a  few  comments  that  the  plates  could  be  smaller 

Datum  Point  Marker 

2.2 

too  hard  to  reach  from  the  deck;  put  some  lower  so  crew  members  can  throw 
them,  or  make  them  release  more  quickly 

Spot  Light 

2.1 

unreliable;  need  an  auxiliary  spot  light  and  more  places  to  plug  it  in;  have  lo 
position  the  liglit  after  it  is  turned  on  (can  hamper  night  vision);  not  easy  to  direct 
the  liglit  with  the  control  system 

1  Pickup  Port/Crrating 

■ 

too  heavy;  needs  to  be  narrower  and'or  have  a  rub  rail  added  to  it;  not  very  strong; 
pins  are  hard  to  put  in  place  (rec.omniend  po,sitive  clip  system);  slipjiery;  need 
traction  in  opposite  dirccticsn 

1  Conununication  Equipment 

2.1 

unreliable;  not  very  easy  to  use,  disrupts  many  operations 

1  Space  (Enclo.sed  Bridge) 

Hi 

too  crowded;  suggestions  to  make  Coxswams'  Chairs  smaller,  take  out  crew 
membet  seats,  and  extend  cabin  j 

As  seen  in  Table  4,  many  of  the  items  receiving  higli  importance  ratings  in  the  small  gi  oup  discussions 
were  related  to  OtTs  receiving  lowest  ratings.  Most  obvious  was  lirefighting  equipment  which  directly 
relates  to  the  low  ratings  given  previously  for  Firefighting  OFPs.  Siirulariy,  several  of  the  items  on  this 
list  aie  related  to  Maintenance  OFTs,  and  steering/throttle  relates  to  problems  with  Surf  and  Mooring 
OFPs,  Communication  problems  were  pervasive  in  all  operations  and  missions,  with  repeated 
emphasis  by  crew  membei  s  in  written  comments  and  group  discussions  The  next  section  of  the  repoit 
brings  together  highlights  of  the  results  and  focuses  on  the  largest  pr  oblems  found  with  t  he  current  4  7  - 
Foot  MLB 


4.0  DISCUSSION 

4. !  Siiniinury  of  Re.sear  ch 

This  report  has  delineated  the  results  of  the  administration  of  the  (^peiaticnal  Focal  Point  (OFF)  suivcy 
and  the  sniall  group  discussions  at  the  five  LlSCCi  stations  participating  in  the  OT&!'  of  the 
preproduction  47-Foot  MI.B  In  general,  the  surs'ey  process  was  well  acccpietl  and  ajifieaicd  to  be 
sensitive  to  dilTerences  in  (,)FPs  This  was  largely  due  to  succc.ss  of  }>rc!iniin<irv  dTons  aimed  at 
refining  the  data  collection  proce.s,s  {Pha.se  1) 


Tne  most  significant  finding  was  that  the  47-Foot  MLB  generally  was  highly  rated  for  suitability  and 
eiSectiveness  when  compared  to  both  the  ideal  MLB  and  the  44-Foot  MLB  (with  few  exceptions). 
The  following  summaries  areas  where  attention  can  be  focused  to  make  the  4  7-Foot  MLB  better 
suited  to  perform  its  ojserations  and  missions. 

Table  5  contains  an  integrated  list  of  lowest  rated  items  from  both  comparisons  of  the  47-Foot  MLB 
(with  the  ideal  MLB  and  the  44-Foot  MLB).  Summaries  of  crew  comments  about  the  nature  of  the 
problems  and  possible  solutions  are  also  shown. 


Table  5.  Integrated  list  of  low  rated  focal  points  and  crew  comments. 


L 

X.owe$t  rated  Operxtsonii]  Focal  Points  for  the  OFF  survey 

Firefighting  (Other 
Boat) 

need  better  equipment  (e.g.,  at  least  another  pump  for  dewatering,  or  a  power  takeoff  system,  or  a 
fins  monitor) 

Firefighting  (Own 
Boat) 

lack  of  fire  extinguishers  ;  no  capability  for  dewatering  if  P-5  is  used;  hose  and  nozzle 
inappropriate  material;  inadequate  P-5  fuel  (one  gallon);  P-5  can  needs  to  be  secured;  hose  too 
short— needs  to  reach  length  of  vessel 

Mooring 

steering/throttle  problems  (use  detents);  sail  area  effects  arc  pronounced,  deeper  draft  makes  boat 
drift  faster  in  cunent;  bitts/chocks  arrangement  could  be  improved,  comriiinication  is  difficult  in 
some  conditions  (e  g  ,  wind),  hand  rails  over  mooring  bitts  makes  them  hi  1  to  use;  pickup  jxirt 
grating  needs  to  be  recessed  (e  g.,  3"). 

(Dc)Anchoi-mg 
(Other  Boat) 

large  sail  area  may  cause  dangerous  drift;  too  top-heavy,  may  have  too  much  power;  too  close  for  a 
large  boat;  unable  to  see  and  observe  crev*'  members 

Helicopter 

Operations 


Maintenance 

Underway 


difficult  to  communicate  among  crew  members  and  witli  helicopter,  not  much  space,  limited 
visibility;  improve  communication  system,  add  a  pad  for  lowering  the  basket,  and  add  a  safety 
grounding  wand 

need  easier  access  to  components  (e.g  ,  sea  water  pumps),  better  deck  plate  system;  lasarette  hard 
to  get  into,  lack  of  space;  neitd  handholds  in  nigine  room  and  otJter  spaces;  dangerous  to  change 
navigation  lights  or  to  free  up  the  spolliglit  when  undenvay,  difficult  to  communicate  willi  jicrson 
in  Engine  Room 


Maintenance  (In 
Port) 


Surf  (.tjicratiori.s 


jxio.'-  rraint  system  (paint  not  needed),  deck  lights  get  water  in  If.e.nv,  non-.stick  pad.s  are  a  problem, 
diilicult  to  go  up  on  raifai  .irch,  !(ki  many  crBck.s  and  crevices  I'oi  dirt/gnine  to  get  iiiio,  ne'  d  glass 
sea  strainers  for  easier  checking;  decks  in  Enclosed  Steering  and  Sumvois’  Compaitmetit  get  duly 
too  easily 

i.teeiing/throttle  problems  (helm  resjxinse  too  slow  vvitJi  eleetronii'  v  hvrtinulic  (iarvip),  need  more 
D  nrgs,  iv’xd  more  handho!d.s.  better  non  .skid  system 


4.2  Most  Signifkaiu  Is.sues 

Nine  most  significant  enhancemont.s  to  the  current  47-Foot  ML.B  de.sign  were  identified  ba.sed  on  the 
crew  assessments.  The  order  of  presentation  is  ha,sed  on  judgments  of  approximate  itnpacts  on 
meeting  missi(.)n  requiiernents 
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•  Steering  and  throttles  need  to  be  improved  —  faster  steering  response  (e  g.,  use  of  hydraulic 
V.  electric  pump)  and  the  use  of  obvious  throttle  detents  (related  to  surf  and  mooring 
difficulties)  would  make  the  boat-handling  better.  Improved  steering  would  allow  the  boat 
to  move  into  proper  position  lister  hi  surf  Improved  throttles  would  ensure  that  the  boat 
could  be  controlled  properly  when  afiproaching  docks,  other  vessels,  or  people  in  the  water 
Improvements  in  both  steering  and  throttles  would  make  it  easier  and  safer  to  clear  bars  and 
narrow  channels. 

•  Communication  equipment  needs  to  be  made  reliable  arrd  effective  (both  internal  and 
exteniall  —  electronic  systems  are  seen  as  very  unreliable  and  not  always  useful. 
Communication  problems  were  mentioned  in  the  context  of  almost  all  operations,  and  crew 
members  were  reported  to  frequently  serve  only  to  transfer  messages  (e  g.,  during  helicopter 
operations).  Communication  could  be  facilitated  by  the  use  of  headsets  or  individual  radios. 
For  example,  use  of  headsets  during  helicopter  operations  would  enable  crew  members  to 
hear  coordination  commands  better,  thereby  making  the  operation  safer.  The  same  benefits 
would  be  possible  in  other  operations  also  (e  g.,  towing). 

•  D-rings  and  handholds  throughout  the  vessel  ra]uire  enhancement  —  in  particular,  D-rings 
are  needed  aft  near  the  tow  bitt,  ladder,  and  near  the  forward  working  areas.  Currently 
crew  members  are  working  by  the  tow  bitt  (relatively)  unsecured.  An  extra  person  may  also 
be  needed  to  aid  in  personnel  recovery  due  to  a  lack  of  securing  device.s  near  the  pickup 
port.  Handholds  are  needed  for  going  betw^een  compartments  throughout  the  vessel,  in  the 
Engine  Room,  and  in  spaces  forwar  d  of  the  Survivors'  Compaitmerrt.  Hand  rails  alongside 
also  neerl  to  be  modified  so  tliat  crew  members  can  slide  their  bands  along  them  without 
lifting  them  over  the  rail  braces.  Crew  members  reported  feeling  like  they  could  go 
overboard  in  rough  weather  when  they  have  to  lift  their  hands  from  the  rail 


•  Navigation  area  needs  to  be  easier  and  safer  to  use  —  specificiilly,  the  chart  table  should  be 
easier  to  put  in  place  and  to  get  out  from  under  in  a  hurry  Also,  an  edge  on  the  table  and/or 
a  magnetic  strip  would  keep  instruments  from  falling  oft'  The  navigation  gear  box  should 
be  secure  ruid  easy  tv*  reach  ftom  a  belted,  .sitting  position  Consideration  sliould  be  gi\'en  to 
an  electronics  package  upgrade  (i.e.  GF*S,  radai'  with  plotter,  all  interfaced)  to  permit  greater 
hours  of  direct  .search  (v  navigation)  and  better  search  pattern  maiiUen;mce. 

•  -Seating  throughout  the  vessel  needs  to  be  improved  to  enhance  effectiveness  and  safety  - 
crew  member  seats  netai  to  be  redcsigneri  to  couifortably  aceoinmodate  the  range  of  users 
including  1)  seat  .shapes  suppoilive  of  the  lower  back  that  do  not  require  continuous  leg 
use  to  maintain  stability  in  the  .seat,  and  2)  seat  belts  made  to  fit  crew  sizes  The  locations, 
shapes,  .and  effecuveaess  of  seating  adju.stments  and  position  locking  niedianisnis  need  to  be 
imj/roveil  so  they  me  easily  use  and  .slay  in  place  under  rough  i onditions  ysonie  sears 


nominally  fixed  have  collapsed,  despite  efforts  to  ensure  tightness),  and  reachable  handholds 
should  be  provided  near  seats  (partiaalarly  crew  chairs  on  flying  bridge).  Seats  should  be 
positioned  such  that  crew  members  can  use  the  equipment  from  a  seated,  belted  position 

•  Head  (batliroom)  needs  to  be  improved  so  it  is  more  likely  to  be  used  underway  ~  place  on 
the  starboard  side  so  the  door  from  the  auxiliary'  space  does  not  open  into  it,  put  in  a  privacy 
curtain  or  walls,  secure  it  to  the  deck,  add  handholds,  and  consider  moving  it  into  an  area 
further  aft  where  motion  will  not  preclude  use.  The  current  location  of  the  head  discourages 
crew  members  (or  survivors)  from  using  it  (dehydration  and  fatigue  are  expected  to  be 
exacerbated  when  fluids  are  avoided  in  order  to  keep  from  liaving  to  use  the  head). 

•  Maintenance  needs  to  be  reduced  --  areas  where  this  is  possible  include  paint,  non-skid 
deck,  deck  plates  (fasteners  in  particular),  interior  deck  surfaces,  and  insulation  (include  a 
gutter  on  the  buoyancy  chamber  to  prevent  water  from  falling  into  survivors'  compartment). 

Better  accessibility  to  regularly  mamtamed  components  is  needed  also.  These  changes 
wouid  reduce  workload  and  fatigue  that  compounds  mission-related  fatigue 

•  HVAC  system  needs  to  be  reliable,  non-leaking  and  not  potentially  toxic  to  crev/  members  - 
-  the  defrosters  need  to  be  improved,  and  fans  need  to  be  put  in  with  heaters  to  circulate 
warm  ait  better.  The  in-port  heaters  are  not  effective;  they  need  fans  to  distribute  the  heat 
also.  Failure  of  the  FIVAC  system  to  work  adequately  has  led  to  crew  members 
experiencing  heat  and  cold  stress  dready. 

•  Firefightii.g/dewatering  equipment  needs  to  be  irriproved  —  this  would  minimally  include 
adding  another  pump  to  pe'^mit  simultaneous  fighting  and  dewatering. 

4,3  Conclusions 

Three  general  conclusions  can  be  drawn  from  the  results  of  tlnis  asse.ssment.  These  are: 

•  Overall,  crews  judged  the  ci  'rent  47 -Foot  MLB  design  to  represent  a  general  improvement 
over  the  44-Foot  MLR  with  regard  to  efjecttveness  and  suitability  for  meeting  its  overall 
mission. 

•  Overall,  crews  judged  the  current  47-Foot  Midi  design  to  he  near  the  Ideal”  with  regard  to 
effectiveness  atul  suitability  for  meeting  its  overall  mi.\sion,  out  does  have  room  for 
improvement  in  certain  fcxxd  point  areas  (partiadarly  in  the  nine  highlighted  areas) . 

•  Overall  crew  judgments  support  the  asse.ssment  that  the  47-F(X)t  MIR  will  be  an  effective  and 
.suitable  replacement  for  the  44-F(X)t  MLB,  fxiriiadarly  after  the  mo  st  signif’cant  i.ssues  have 
been  Oth're.s.sed 
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APPENDIX  A: 

Number  of  crew  members  in  each  rank  by  rating 


A-! 


Table  A-1:  Station  Oregon  Inlet:  Number  of  crew  members  in  each  rank  by  rating. 


HANK 

!  RATING 

Seamen 

I  Boatswain’'s 

1  ..  JViates 

Engineers 
&  firemen 

1  Station 

Seamen 

E-2:  Apprentice 

3 

— 

0 

3 

E-3:  Seaman 

2 

- 

0 

_ 

Petty  Officers  ■  :  ■  ,  ■  | 

E-4;  3rd  Class 

— 

i 

3 

4 

E-5:  2nd  Class 

1  MST 

4 

2 

7 

E-6:  1st  Class 

— 

i 

1  Chiefs 

E-7;  Chief 

— 

0 

0 

r 

0 

E-8:  Senior  v?hief 

- 

0 

V 

0 

E-9;  Master  Chief 

— 

! 

() 

1  1 

J 

I  Waixant  Officers 

W  1  Warrant  Officer 

— 

0 

0 

0 

W-2:  Chief  V/ arrant  Officer 

— 

0 

0 

0 

Station  Total 

6 

8 

6 

.  _  . 

20 
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Table  A-2:  Station  Tillamook:  Nombiir  of  crew  members  in  each  rank  by  rating. 


RATING 


Seani«9 


-.Boaidyraijfs  I  l^gineers 


&  l^lremsn 


Station 


Seansen  &  Fireojett 


1 - — - - - 

E-2:  Apprentice 

0 

__ 

0 

0 

E-3:  Seaman 

5 

— 

i 

6 

Petty  Officers  j 

E-4:  3rd  Class 

— 

5 

3 

- 1 

8 

E-5;  2nd  Class 

— 

2 

E-6:  1st  Class 

— 

1 

1 

2 

1  Chiefs 

E-7;  Chief 

— 

3 

,  ^ 

1 

4 

E-8;  Senior  Chief 

— 

E  9;  Master  Chief 

— 

Warrant  Officers 


W-1:  Warrant  Officer 


VV~2;  Chief  Warrant  Officer 


Station  Total 


5 


12 


6 


23  J 


Table  A-3:  Stiition  Umpqua  River:  Number  of  crew  members  in  each  rank  by  rating. 


RAWK 

RATING 

Seamen 

Boatswain’^ 

Mates 

Engineers 
&  Firemen 

Station 

L 

Seamen 

E-2:  Apprentice 

E-3;  Seaman 

Petty  Officers 

E-4:  3rd  Class 

E-5:  2nd  Class 

E-6:  1st  Class 

Chiefs 

E-7;  Chief 

E-8:  Senior  Chief 

E-9:  Master  Chief 

Warrant  Officers 

W-1:  Warrant  Officer 

W-2:  Chief  Warrant  Officer 


Station  Total 


8 


22 


Table  A-4:  Station  Gloucester:  Number  of  crew  members  in  each  rank  by  rating. 


1  SATING. 

»ANK 

ISeamesi 

Boafswain^s 

^  Maks  ‘  ’  " 

Engineers 

Sc  Firemen 

Station 

j  Seamen 

E-2;  Apprentice 

0 

... 

0 

0 

E-3:  Seaman 

4 

- 

2 

6 

Petty  Officers 

i;-4:  3rd  Class 

— 

1(1) 

2(1) 

3(2) 

Ei-S:  2nd  Class 

... 

4(3) 

1(1) 

5(4) 

E-6;  1st  Class 

— 

0 

0 

0 

Chiefs 

E-7:  Chief 

— 

0 

0 

0 

E-8'.  Senior  Chief 

— 

0 

0 

0 

E-9:  Master  Chief 

— 

0 

0 

0 

Warrant  Officers 

W- 1 :  Warrant  Officer 

— 

0 

0 

0 

W-2;  C’hief  Warrant  Officer 

- 

G 

0 

0 

Station  Total 

4 

5(9) 

5(7) 

14(6) 

(reservist  in  parentHeses) 
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Table  A-5:  Station  Cape  May:  Number  of  crew  members  in  each  rank  by  rating. 


RATING 


RANK 

Seamen’ 

Boatswain’s 

“'rlMtates 

Engineers 
&  Firemen 

Station 

Seamen  j 

E-2;  Apprentice 

1 

- 

1 

2 

E-3:  Seaman 

11 

— 

2 

13 

Petty  Officers 

• .  .  ■  7. 

7'’'  ■  ■  ,  ■ 

E-4:  3rd  Class 

— 

7 

2 

9 

E  -5:  2nd  Class 

— 

2 

2 

4 

E-6;  1st  Class 

3 

I 

4 

Chiefs  •  ‘  j 

E-7:  Chief 

— 

1 

1 

2 

E-8;  Senior  Chief 

— 

0 

0 

0 

E-9:  Master  Chief 

... 

0 

0 

0 

Warrant  Officers  j 

W-1:  Warrant  Officer 

.... 

0 

0 

0 

W-2:  Chief  Wariant  Officer 

... 

0 

1 

Station  Total 

12 

J 

9 

35 
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APPENDIX  B: 


Operational  experience  with  the 
44-Fcot  MI.B  and  the  47-Foot  MLB 


THIS  PAGE  LN'rENTIONAI^LY  LEFF  BLANK. 


ble  B-1.  Station  Oregon  Inlet:  Operational  Experience  with  the  44-Foot  iMLB  and  the  47-Foot  MLB. 


te;  Seaman  Apprentices  and  a  Marine  Science  Technician,  who  serves  as  a  crew  member,  were  included  as  Seamen. 
Fireman  Apprentices  were  inciuded  as  Engineers. 


Table  B-2.  Station  TiliamooK.  Operationa'i  'riencc  with  the  44-Foot  MLB  and  the  47-Foot  MLB, 


Note  Seanian  Apprentices  and  a  Marine  Science  Technician,  who  serves  as  a  crew  member,  were  included  as  Seamen. 
Fireman  Apprentices  were  included  as  Engineers. 


Table  B-3.  Station  Umpqua  River:  Operational  Experience  with  the  44-Foot  MLB  and  the  47-Foot  MLB. 


Seaman  Apprentices  and  a  Marine  Science  Technician,  who  serves  as  a  crew  member,  were  included  as  Seamen. 
Fireman  Apprentices  were  included  as  Engineers. 


Fable  B-4.  Station  Gloucester;  Operational  Experience  with  the  44-Foot  MLB  ar.d  the  47-Foot  MLB. 


T  Apprentices  were  included  as  Engineers. 


tatioa  Cape  May:  Operational  Experience  with  the  44-Foot  MLB  and  the  47-Foot  MLB. 


Vote:  Se  -an  Apprentices  and  a  Marine  Science  Technician,  who  serves  as  a  crew  member,  were  included  as  Seamen. 
Fireman  Apprentices  were  included  as  Engineers. 


APPENDIX  C: 
Crew  characteristics 


CM 
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e  C-2.  Statioii  Tlligmook:  Crew  characteristics.^ 


Table  C-4.  Station  Gloucester:  Crew  characteristics. 

RATING  ~~  ~ 

Seamen  I  Boatswain’s  1  ~ni 


Table  C-S.  Station  Cape  May;  Crew  characteristics. 


APPENDIX  D: 


Operational  focal  points  survey 


(June  1994) 
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This  appendix  contains  the  instructions  for  the  Opeiadonal  Focal  Points  (OF}’)  survey,  survey 
items,  and  examples  of  sub-detailed  items  for  the  C^FPs. 

D-1.  General  Instructions 

The  following  section  contains  the  general  directions  provided  at  the  beginning  of  the  OFP 
survey. 


Thank  you  for  participating  in  this  survey.  You  are  asked  to  complete  this  survey 
becaa,se  you  and  your  fellow  crew  members  have  experience  with  the  pre-production  47- 
Foot  M1.B.  I'he  responses  you  provide  to  us  will  help  detennir.e  the  relative 
suitability/effectivcness  of  the  cuiTent  47-Foot  MLB  design.  Tins  infomiation  will  allow 
the  engineers  to  focus  future  design  efforts  at  improving  the  47-Foot  MLB  prior  to  full 
production. 

The  questions  in  this  survey  are  divided  into  three  sections: 

»  background, 

•  comparison  of  the  suitabihiy/effectiveness  of  the  current  47-Foot  MLB  to  your 
perception  of  the  ideal  MLB,  and 

•  comparison  of  tiie  suitability /effectiveness  of  the  current  47  Foot  and  44-Foot 
MLB. 


The  questions  in  the  two  comparison  sections  are  identical  in  content  The  instructions 
differ,  however.  We  ask  that  you  pay  special  attention  to  die  instiuctions  for  these  two 
sections. 


We  will  code  all  the  questionnaires,  and  a  master  list  with  your  name  and  the  codes 
assign  will  be  kept  by  the  Principal  Investigator.  Dr.  Alvah  Bittner.  .He  will  not  .show  this 
list  to  any  Coast  Guaici  personnel;  ihereiore,  41II  responses  you  provide  will  te  kept 
confidential. 

After  reviewing  these  instructions,  researchers  directed  crew  members  to  go  to  the  next  section 
of  tlie  suivcy:  Background  (D-2). 


D~2.  Backgroiiind 


Tile  following  are  the  background  questions  in  the  OFP  survey.  No  instructions  were  provided 
as  the  items  were  considered  to  be  relatively  self-explanatory,  and  researchers  were  available  to 
assist  crev.'  members  if  they  were  uncertain  about  the  meanings  of  the  questions. 

Name; _ _  ID  No. _ 

How  many  years  experience  do  you  have  in  the  Coast  Guard? _ 

What  is  you  rating? _ (occupation,  e.g.,  MK,  BM,  SN) 

How  many  years  experience  do  you  have  in  your  rating? _ 

List  cross  raining  you  have  in  specialties  other  tlian  that  specific  to  your  rate: 


For  each  of  the  questions  below,  enter  die  number  for  the  44-Fooi  MLB  on  the  LEFT 
and  the  numtier  for  the  47-Foot  MLB  on  the  RIGHT.  (Please  enter  a  single  number 
rathei  than  a  range  of  numlrers.) 


.. '  '  . . .  '■  ■  ■» . . . 

47-Foo«  MLB 

Number  of  HOURS  OF  EXPERIEuNCE  (training  and 
o[?e  rational) 

Most  COMMON  SEA  STAd’E  under  which  you 
operated  (m  feet) 

Most  SEVERE  SE.A  vS  TA  TE  under  which  you  operated 
(in  feet) 

AVERAGE  I..ENGTH  OF  MISSION  (in  hours) 

LONGEST  MI.SSION  (in  hours) 

i:)  4 


Additional  Background  Questions  provided  by  the  USCG  R  &  D  Center 

1 .  Wliat  is  your  age  in  years?  _ 

2.  What  is  your  sex?  _ Male  _ Female 

3.  What  is  your  height?  _ feet  _ _  inches 

4.  What  is  your  weight? _ lbs. 

5.  How  long  have  you  been  in  your  current  assignment? _ years _ months 

_ weeks 

6.  What  is  your  present  rank  (e.g..  First  Class,  Third  Class,  ChieO? _ 

7.  How  long  have  you  been  in  your  present  rank? _ years _ months _ weeks 

8.  Are  you  qualified  on  the  47 -Foot  MLB?  _ Yes  _ No 

If  Yes,  how  long?  _ months _ weeks 

9.  Are  you  qualified  on  the  44-Foot  MLB?  _ Yes  _ No 

If  Yes,  how  long?  _ years  _ months  _ weeks 

10.  On  average,  how  many  hours  per  week  do  you  spend  on-boa.rd  the  47  Foot  MLB? 

_ hfs. 

1 1.  On  average,  how  many  hours  }>er  week  do  you  sfxmd  on  duty?  _  hrs 

After  crew  membc.rs  completed  the  background  questions,  they  were  directed  to  turn  to  the 
instructions  for  the  next  section:  Current  47  FwU  MLB  compared  with  the  Ideal  Ml.B  (D-3). 


D-3,  Current  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with  the  Ideal  MLB 


This  section  f)rovides  the  instiuccions  for  the  47-Foot  M1.,B  comparison  with  the  ideal  MLB, 
OFPs,  and  an  example  of  sub-detailed  OFF  items. 

Instructions  to  crew  members: 

In  this  section  of  the  survey  we  will  ask  you  to  compai’e  tlie  current  47-foot  MLB  with 
the  ideal  Jvll.E  on  a  numlrer  of  operational  focal  points  (OFPs).  The  ideal  MLB  will  have 
the  best  equipment  and  design,  based  on  your  j^ersonal  preferences,  that  facilitates 
activities  implied  in  each  OFF. 

You  will  use  a  0  -  ICO  point  scale,  like  the  following  example,  to  make  your  comparisons. 
Each  point  on  the  scale  represents  percentages  of  the  ideal  in  5%  increments. 


Example 


o  o 

O 

a 

El 

m 

m 

m 

B 

O 

O 

O 

o 

0% 

30% 

40% 

50%. 

60% 

70% 

80% 

90% 

\Q0% 

For  each  question  in  this  .section,  if  the  equipment  and  design  of  the  current  47-foot  MLB 
are  as  good  as  they  can  be  compared  to  the  ideal  MLB,  then  fill  in  the  bubble  for  100%. 
If  the  equipment  and  design  of  the  current  47-fcot  MLB  are  less  than  they  can  be 
compared  to  the  ideal,  then  cnoose  a  percentage  that  represents  how  close  to  the  ideal  you 
fee)  it  is.  For  example,  if  you  feel  the  47-Foot  MLB  is  only  75%  of  the  ideal  MLB  on 
a  ceitmn  OFF',  then  fill  in  the  bubble  that  corresponds  to  75%  on  the  scale.  Depending 
orj  hov/  you  respond  to  OFPs.  we  may  ask  you  to  complete  more  detailed  questions 
related  to  vanou.s  aspects  of  the  OFPs.  A  researcher  will  notify  you  when  to  complete 
the  detailed  questions. 

We  will  al.so  ask  you  to  provide  an  e.stiniate  of  the  number  of  hours  of  experience  you 
have  on  the  47-FoOi  MLB  for  each  of  tiie  OFPs.  F’lease  provide  tins  estimate  on  the 
riglu-hand  colunm  next  to  the  OFF  scale.  Finally,  a  blank  space  lias  been  provided  to  the 
right  ol  the  OFF  name,  above  the  rating  scale  Flea.se  use  this  space  to  provide  any 
additio-iai  comments  regarding  the  OFP. 

It  ihere  were  no  questions,  crew  members  were  asked  to  ix'gin  tins  section  of  the  survey,  Crew 
rnernbcis  were  instrneted  to  rate  each  OFF  based  on  their  cxpenences  with  the  47  I'oot  MLB. 
It  they  did  not  have  any  experience  on  a  certain  OF'P,  crew  members  were  mstrucied  to  specify 
NOT  Al’id  1(  ABLl:  (N/A)  tor  the  OF’P.  Crew  inernbers  piovided  ratings  on  all  OFPs  shown  in 
tins  survey  section  in  i  ible  1)1. 


Table  D-L  Oi^P  Survey  for  47-Foot  MLB  compared  mth  Ideal  MLB,  _ 

Heavy  Weather  Operations _ _  _ _  _ _ _ 
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Mooring  _  _ _ _ 
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A  prc  determined  threshold  value  of  75  was  used  to  ask  crew  memters  to  complete  detailed 
questions.  In  other  words,  if  an  OFP  was  rated  below  75,  the  resetuchers  directed  crew  members 
to  the  appropriate  section  of  the  .,urvey  where  detailed  questions  were  located.  Table  D-2  shows 
the  deiaited  tiuestions  tor  Heavy  Weather  Operations.  Hach  OFP  had  similar  detailed  questions. 


Table  D-2,  Heavy  Weather  Opferatianui  detailed  sttrv<ey  items 
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Crew  members  would  rate,  using  the  same  scale  as  sn  the  OFCs,  the  detailed  questions  f.rior  to 
cirntinuing  (o  the  next  section  of  the  survey.  Once  ail  of  the  OFPs  and  the  respective  detailed 
questions  were  rated,  crew  members  were  directed  to  the  next  section  of  the  survey:  Comp, an  son 
of  die  47  F-oo'  Ml.B  with  the  44-Foot  MLB  (D4). 

F)-4.  Comparison  of  the  47-F<K>t  MIJl  tvilh  the  44-l'5>ot  MLB 

rile  folbiwiiu!  section  provides  the  m^inirfions  for  the  47-4-o(>i  iVli  Jf  ccinq.a;  k.. m  w  .di  iiu.:  d-.- 
Fool  Ml  .tp  t  )i  f's,  and  an  example  ol  sU(»  dcuiikd  (.fi'P  lienv,. 

f)  9 


d<-txuied  quesiioms  for  Heaxy  Weatlier  Operations  (same  as  those  in  table  D-2  using  the  diheient 
sc;\Ie)-  Bach  OFF  in  this  section  of  the  survey  had  sirniiar  detailed  questions. 


Table  J3“4.  Heavy  Weather  Operatsom  detailed  survey  itetns. 
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Crew  members  would  rate,  using  the  same  scale  as  in  the  OFPs  for  this  section,  tlic  detailed 
questions.  Once  all  of  the  OFPs  and  the  respective  detailed  questions  were  rated,  crew  members 
were  allowed  to  take  a  break  before  returning  for  small  group  discussions. 


APPENDIX  E: 


Phase  2  small  group  discussion  list 
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APPENDIX  E;  PHASE  2  SIVL4LL  GROW  DISCUSSION  LIST 

47-Fix>t  MI.B  Project 
Small  Group  Discussion  List 

LAST  NAME _ _ _  STA710N  _ _ 


The  following  list  contains  items  previously  identified  as  either  problems  with,  or  desired 
additions  to,  the  47-Foot  Please  evaluate  each  item,  based  on  your  own  opinion,  using  the 

follow'ing  scale: 

0  ”  not  a  problem,  ok  as  it  is;  not  needed 
1  slight  problem;  might  like  to  have  this  added;  low  priority 

1 

*v 

3  -  mods  rate  problem,  would  like  to  have  item  added;  modeiate  priority 

4 

3  ~  big  problem;  definitely  add  this  item;  high  prionty 

Fill  in  arty  ite  n  that  you  thiiA  should  be  added  to  the  list  in  tiir  biaitk  spaces  provided  (;ind  on 
the  back  of  each  page  if  more  space  is  needed). 
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APPENDIX  F: 


Current  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with 
ideaJ  MLB  across  all  stations 
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Table  F.  Current  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with  ideal  MLB  across  all  stations. 
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Table  F-1.  Station  Oregon  inlet:  Current  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with  ideal  MLB. 
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Seaman  Appreritice<;  and  a  Marine  Science  Technician,  who  serves  as  a  crew  member,  were  ificioded  as  Seamen  Fireman 
Appren?!ces  were  inciuded  as  Engineers. 


TabSe  F.3.  Station  Uwipqua  River:  Current  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with  ideal  MLB. 


Tabk  F-3.  Station  Umpqua  River:  Cwrrent  47-Foot  MLB  compared  with  ideal  MLB. 
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47-Foot  MLB  compared  to  current 
44-Foot  MLB  acro&s  all  stations 
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Table  G.  47-Foot  MLB  compared  to  current  44- Foot  MLB  across  all  stations. 


Key:  ^  =  Mean 

SD  =  Standii'^i)  deviation 
N  =  Numl^Ci  of  crew  memixsis  retipondmg 


Values:  0,5  =  47-Foot  MLB  1/2  as  good  as  44-Foot  MLB 

i  .0  47-Foot  MLB  equal  to  44-Foot  MLB 
2.0  =  47-Foot  MLB  twice  as  goot!  as  4-LFoot  MLB 


TabSe  G-1.  Station  Oregon  Inlet:  47-Foot  MLB  compared  to  current  44-Foot  MLB. 


e  G-i.  Stotion  Oregon  Inlet:  47-FooC  MLB  compared  to  current  44~Foot  MLB, 


Fable  G-2.  Station  Tillainook'  47-Fo0t  MLB  coaipared  to  current  44  Fo<^  MLB 


Table  C-2.  Station  Tillamook:  47-Foot  MLB  compared  to  current  44-Fool  MLB. 


e  G-3.  Station  llmjMiua  River:  47'Focl  MLB  compared  to  current  44-Foot  MLB. 


Maintenance  (In  Port) 


Table  G-3.  Station  Umpqua  River:  47-Foot  MLB  compared  to  currcRt  44-Foot  MLB 


Stotion  Gloucester:  47-F<H)t  MLB  comjkarcd  to  current  44-Foot  MLB. 


Table  G-5.  Station  Cape  May:  47~FGot  MLB  compared  to  current  44-Foot  MLB. 


APPENDIX  H: 

Evaluation  of  problem  or  wish  list  items  across  all  stations 
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Table  Evaluation  of  problem  or  wisli  list  items  across  all  stations. 
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Tabte  H.  Evaluation  of  problem  or  wish  list  items  across  all  stations. 


:  mr  ITEM 

•i 

:  N., 

Forward  Visibility 

0.9 

1.2 

119 

Space 

2.1 

1.6 

119 

Electronics 

1.7 

1.7 

119 

Global  Positioning  System  (GPS) 

3.1 

2.2 

114 

Coxswains’  Chairs 

1.2 

1.7 

119 

Navigation  Area 

2.7 

1.8 

119 

FORWARD  COhiPARTMENT 


HVAC 


Deck  Plates 


Use  of  Space 


1.8 


2.4 


0.6 


2.0 


2.0 


1.3 


SURVIVORS’  CC»fPARTMBNT 


Deck  Surface 


Deck  Plate  Fasteners 


Bench  Scats 


2.2 


3.1 


13 


1.9 


2.0 


1.7 


HABITABILITY 


118 


120 


120 


120 


120 


120 


Hot  Cups 

1.9 

120 

Food  and  Beverage  Storage 

2.1 

2,1 

120 

Head 

1.9 

2.0 

119 

Area  to  Rest 

1,0 

1,4 

120 

HVAC  System 

1.4 

1.8 

119 

Weapons  Storage 

2.1 

2.1 

)  18 

Interior  Insulation 

2.5 

2.1 

120 

Key;  X  =  Mean 

SD  =  .Standard  deviation 
N  -  Number  of  crew  members  responding 

Values;  0  =  not  a  problet.n;  ok  as  it  is;  not  needed 

1  slight  problem;  might  like  to  have  this  added;  low'  prioiity 

2 

3  =:  moder'^te  problem;  would  like  to  have  item  added;  moderate  priority 

4 

.3  =  big  problem;  definitely  add  ‘his  item;  high  priority 
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Table  H-i.  Station  Oregon  Inlet:  Evaluation  of  problem  or  wish  list  Items. 
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